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A legal and legitimate use of process, to effect the result that such process is designed by law to accomplish, is not an abuse 
of process notwithstanding whether the use was actuated by a wrongful motive, purpose, or intent, or by malice. | However, a 
wrongful seizure or sale of property under legal process constitutes a conversion.” Such a conversion may be predicated upon 
the seizure or sale of property exempt by law,” or upon the failure to comply with various legal requirements in reference to 


the disposition of the property, or to conduct the sale of that property in accordance with the requirements of law.“ Thus, the 
taking of property constitutes a conversion if accomplished by virtue of a void process since such taking necessarily establishes 
an unlawful act of dominion exercised over the rightful possessor's property; if possession is taken under valid process, it is not 


unlawful as long as it is accomplished in an orderly and peaceable manner.” 
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